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connection to the world of public authority. Gross's emphasis on Shylock's refusal to explain himself during the trial scene lies at the heart of one of the central characteristics Gross finds in "unfathomable" (2) Shylock-namely, his "idiosyncrasy" (3, 43), "singularity" (3, 53), and "opacity" (53, 66) . on a larger scale, Gross argues that Shylock is Shakespeare's experimental attempt to test the effects and limits of the hateful and the hated, or the aesthetics of "repugnancy" (149, 171) .
While this book stays focused on Shylock, there are periodic asides that color Shylock and the play with subjective impressions from beyond the play: "The world of Belmont often makes me think of F. Scott Fitzgerald" (30); "But mostly I'm imagining a Shylock who would be a more ferocious version of Mostel's Max Bialystock in Mel Brooks's 1968 film The Producers" (81). Wide reference, from Shakespeare's other works to contemporary popular culture, periodically provides a brief context for Gross's analysis. There are also several extended excursions beyond the play. A long excursus on the history of the conversion of the Jews functions as "background" (120) information, and a couple of chapters are devoted to the ways in which Shylock haunts modern artists, from Heinrich Heine and Franz kafka to Ingmar Bergman and Philip Roth. Finally, the familiar topics of the Pauline doctrine of the law and the relationship of Shylock to Hebrew scripture turn up some unfamiliar assertions: "Shylock is a vision of what happens to yahweh in a Christian world that is also a strongly secular world" (94), and "If Shakespeare himself, seen as a creator of forms of life, is any sort of god, he is most like yahweh in the Book of Job" (95). But the central methodology of the book typically couples extended critical commentary on Shylock with chapter codas that ventriloquize (and italicize) Shakespeare's voice, as when an analysis of the bond is followed by this voice from the grave: "I'll have my bond, I'll 
Reviewed by Sean keilen
The premise of Shakespeare and the Idea of the Book is very refreshing. At a time when the study of Renaissance literature enthralls itself to the materiality of texts, and fetishistic approaches to books as objects are at the point of reducing interpretation to bibliographic description, Charlotte Scott reminds us that the book is an idea, metaphor, and symbol, rich with meanings that transcend the raw materials, means of production, and facts of ownership on which books depend for their physical existence as things.
"What is the idea of the book?" Scott asks in a conclusion that one would do well to read along with the introduction, before turning to chapters that range 214 across the length and breadth of Shakespeare's corpus (191) . Generally speaking, the answer to this question is a deconstructive one. In Scott's reading of Shakespearean drama, the book is a figure for a crisis, fault line, gap, paradox, or tension between different ways of interpreting the subjects to which the plays address themselves: love, suffering, death, authority, faith, learning, wisdom, mind, body, spirit, theater, and world-to name only a few topics raised in this ambitious piece of literary criticism.
The first chapter examines the presence of ovid's Metamorphoses in Titus Andronicus and Cymbeline. Scott suggests that for Shakespeare, ovid's book is less a representation of human experiences than a hermeneutic, a way of interpreting experience that reveals something about the nature of interpretation itself: "The distinction between the book and the written word is that the book provides the dramatic moment of anagnorisis, representing 'story' as a point of mutual cognition beyond the requisites of speech or time, and exposing 'reading' as the cognitive process through which we bear meaning into our lives" (39). In this context, the appearance of the Metamorphoses "forms and reflects the social process of thought in context" (30), but it also exposes the partiality of all contextualization: "The idea that we may 'read' language, body, and symbol points simultaneously to a world of clarity and confusion, for the relations between such things are always in a state of crisis. The power of the book's performance often lies in the characters' ignorance of its significance and, particularly, their lack of awareness of how they read" (34).
The next chapter considers the relationship between the book and the heart, and between the book and the body, in The Taming of the Shrew and Love's Labor's Lost, bringing "the pursuit of love" into focus "through the semiotic of the book" (57). Scott argues that "the readiness with which sex can be translated from learning and the book given in exchange for the body exposes the discursive field through which the book moves as it takes in the hand that holds or writes, the eyes that read or desire, the mind that imitates or absorbs, rejects or glosses, and the body that opens or closes" (67). Therefore, reading is a "sexualizing process that marked, through role-play, fantasy and imagination, touch and fetish, the content of the book" (71). Significantly, it is not a solipsistic process, at least in Taming of the Shrew, where reading underscores "the importance of mutuality, since both the pursuit of love and the pursuit of knowledge require the presence of another" (70). In Love's Labor's Lost, however, reading is synonymous with isolation, and "the book is the deficient bridge from love to life that will not and cannot travel the distance, from the court to the park, from the mind to the body, from the Academe to the women, and from asceticism to marriage" (99).
Richard II, the subject of the next chapter, is "the most complicated play in terms of Shakespeare's idea of the book" (103)-no doubt because figurative books such as "the book of life" (Richard II, 1.3.202), "the book of fate" (2 Henry IV, 3.1.45), and "the book of heaven" (Richard II, 4.1.236) play such an important role in the text.
1 The "book of heaven," to which Richard appeals in the deposition scene, is said to be drawn from "the hinterland between Catholicism and Protestantism" (102), and it symbolizes an epochal shift in Shakespeare's own time between two ideas about the relationship between humankind and God-and thus about meaning and interpretation generally. According to the first idea, associated with Roman Catholicism and the divine right of kings, "the book is iconic, celebrating mystery and divinity through visual suggestion and omnipotent authority" (102). According to the idea that supersedes it, "the book sanctions and justifies private faith and individual free will; it can accommodate the subjective, and write the faithful heart" (102). Although she does "not pretend to answer any questions as to the particular religious direction of either the play or Shakespeare," Scott appears to suggest that when the Reformation established the relationship between the human being and God as a largely private matter, it unwittingly threw into question all symbols of authority and all ways of making sense of one's experience in a world that must be shared with others-or at least that it did so from Shakespeare's perspective (129).
In the penultimate chapter, concerning Hamlet, Scott presents the book as a figure for the ethical injunctions that Renaissance humanism gathered as commonplaces from ancient literature and philosophy ("All saws of books, all forms, all pressures past" [1.5.100]). once his father's murder casts doubt upon the adequacy of this venerable moral knowledge and shows that it to be "blindingly incompatible with experience," Hamlet erases his commonplace book and thus "rejects . . . a shared culture, which may evolve shared texts, but does not reproduce shared values" (135, 132) . Seen in the light of Hamlet's skepticism about the pertinence and exemplarity of the past, and of his corresponding desire "to establish an isolated space independent of the order of communication," the book reveals its "dreadful complexity": "The book is an idea and an image that the play depends on for the volatile dynamic between a cultural language and a dangerous mind" (143, 156) .
A final chapter turns on a distinction between The Tempest and the other plays that Scott interprets, arguing that "The Tempest . . . does not support an inclusive attitude to the book" (158) and also that "more than any other play . . . The Tempest challenges the meaning of the book" (177). For Scott, the difference stems from the fact that while the effects of Prospero's books are felt everywhere on the island, the books that generate them are nowhere to be seen. "Wherever these books may lie," she writes, "and whatever they are, they appear to operate an invisible government, directing, supporting, and enabling manifestations of Prospero's authority" (163). At same time, however, "all that we see of the book-magic, illusion, trauma, tempests, inanity, and drunkenness-is the chaos of its absence" (167). Scott's close meditation on the absent presence of Prospero's books concludes, "The idea of change and the power that change represents . . . finds an image in the book" (186). Thus, Shakespeare's career appears to end where Scott's book itself begins, with the idea that "Shakespeare's books are unstable, protean, mimetic objects and ideas which have the capacity . . . to challenge, replicate, and interrogate the limits and aspirations of the early modern theatre" (15). There is a great deal more to be said for these chapters as the work of an observant and associative intelligence, alive to the complexities of Shakespeare's writing and unafraid to grapple with them in novel ways. And it is worth observing that Shakespeare and the Idea of the Book must have been very difficult to write, given its scope and its approach to interpretation. For in order to succeed, the argument must persuade the reader that whenever in Shakespeare it appears, the book-as a "volatile companion" (148) and symbol of a crisis, shift, or tension in a given idea-means neither one thing nor another, or rather that it means more than one thing at once. More often than not, Scott's writing meets such demands, and Scott deserves full credit for developing a criticism that hesitates to define the meaning of "the idea of the book," precisely because its interest as an idea inheres in indeterminacy and its movement through areas of thought where it never comes to rest. However, in the later sections, a few typographical errors (141, 149, 153) , grammatical confusion (144, 175), a run-on paragraph (171-74), and a certain recourse to the hermetic locutions of deconstructive theory all suggest that the prose is straining to grasp the complicated ideas to which the arguments are addressed.
